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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The following is a Final office action in response to communications received 
02/05/2007. Claims 1, 23, and 88 have been amended. Claims 90-91 have been added. 1-18, 
20-26, 31-48, 50, 52-60, 72-79, 88, and 90-91 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-18, 20-26, 31-48, 50, 52-60, 72-79, and 88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled 
in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make arid/or use the 
invention. 

Claim 1 recites "on a computer, computing parameters associated with the one or more 
groups using the user-related data, including for each of the one or more groups of users 
computing parameters characterizing predicted ratings of items by non-specific users in the 
group". However, the original specification only recites non-specific users in the abstract and on 
page 1, paragraph 3, which recites "Cohort-specific parameters and their precisions are computed 
using the database, which enable calculation of a risk-adjusted rating for any of the items by a 
typical non-specific user belonging to the cohort. Personalized modifications of the cohort 
parameters for individual users are computed using the individual-specific history of ratings and 
stated preferences. These personalized parameters enable calculation of a individual-specific 
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risk-adjusted rating of any of the items relevant to the user." Here, a non-specific user is 
discussed, not plural non-specific users. Claim 27 of the originally presented specification 
recites "personalized statistical parameters for the non-specific users in each of said groups". 
These are the only references to non-specific user or users in the specification. Therefore, one 
would not be able to make or use the invention without undo experimentation, since one would 
not be able to ascertain the functional difference between a user (whose data is being maintained) 
and a non-specific user in the group in terms of computing parameters. 

Claim 88 recites substantially the same subject matter as claim 1 and therefore has the 
same deficiencies as claim 1, set forth above. 

Claims 2-18, 20-26, 31-48, 50, 52-60, and 72-79 depend from claim 1 and are therefore 
rejected for the same reasons set forth above. 

4. Claims 90-91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

Claim 90 recites computing parameters for multiple groups of users including computing 
parameters for predicted ratings of items by non-specific users in the group. However, the 
original specification only recites non-specific users in the abstract and on page 1, paragraph 3, 
which recites "Cohort-specific parameters and their precisions are computed using the database, 
which enable calculation of a risk-adjusted rating for any of the items by a typical non-specific 
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user belonging to the cohort. Personalized modifications of the cohort parameters for individual 
users are computed using the individual-specific history of ratings and stated preferences. These 
personalized parameters enable calculation of a individual-specific risk-adjusted rating of any of 
the items relevant to the user." Claim 27 of the originally presented specification recites 
"personalized statistical parameters for the non-specific users in each of said groups". There is 
no discussion of predicted ratings of items by non-specific users in the group in terms of multiple 
groups of users, and thus there is no written description for computing parameters for the non- 
specific users in each of said multiple groups. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

6. Claims 1-5, 7-11, 13-14, 16, 20-23, 31-32, 34, 36-38, 40-48, 50, 52-56, 59-60, 72-79, and 
88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Chislenko et al. (U.S. 6,041,31 1). 

As per claim 1, Chislenko et al. teaches a statistical method for recommending items to 
users in one or more groups of users comprising: 

maintaining user-related data, in a computer-accessible format, including storing data 
based on a history of ratings of items by users in the one or more groups of users (See column 2, 
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lines 11-30, column 3, lines 38-55, column 4, lines 1-15, and column 5, lines 30-45, wherein 
profiles including history of ratings are maintained and accessed by the system); 

on a computer, computing parameters associated with the one or more groups using the 
user-related data, including for each of the one or more groups of users computing parameters 
characterizing predicted ratings of items by non-specific users in the group (See figure 1 (step 
102), column 2, lines 20-30, column 5, lines 29-45 and line 65-column 6, line 15 and lines 57-67, 
column 8, lines 1-7, column 9, lines 1-11, wherein parameters, such as clustering and similarity 
factors, are computed for a group and used to predict ratings); 

on a computer, computing personalized statistical parameters for each of one or more 
individual users using the parameters associated with said user's group of users and the stored 
data based on the history of ratings of items by that user (See figures 1-2, column 2, lines 20-30, 
column 9, lines 9-41, column 11, lines 1-11, wherein personalized parameters (weights) are 
generated for each user showing the similarity with a specific user in the group); and 

calculating parameters characterizing predicted ratings of the items by each of one or 
more users using the personalized statistical parameters for that user (See column 2, lines 5-10 
and 20-30, column 5, lines 20-30 and line 65-column 6, line 5, column 9, lines 39-47 and 62-67, 
column 10, lines 10-35, and column 16, lines 55-65, which disclose predicting ratings based on 
parameters associated with the group and the user). 

As per claims 2 and 3, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein the one or more groups of users 
include cohorts and wherein the cohorts include demographic cohorts (See figures 1-2, column 2, 
lines 20-30, column 9, lines 9-41, column 11, lines 1-11, wherein there are associations between 
users within groups, these associations based on additional information such as name, age or 
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address. See also column 3, lines 38-45, column 7, lines 40-50, column 8, lines 43-55, and 
column 9, lines 39-47 and 62-67). 

As per claim 4, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein the demographic cohorts are defined in 
terms of one or more of age, gender, and zip code (See column 3, lines 38-45, wherein the 
additional information used includes at least address and age). 

As per claim 5, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the cohorts are specified by user 
characteristics including preferences to types of films (See column 3, lines 5-35, which discloses 
the ratable items of movies (i.e. films) and tastes concerning these movies). 

As per claim 7, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the cohorts include latent cohorts (See 
figures 1-2, column 2, lines 20-30, column 9, lines 9-41, column 11, lines 1-11, wherein there are 
associations between users within groups. See also column 3, lines 50-45, column 4, lines 40-55, 
column 10, lines 5-27, wherein associations are based on inferred ratings and ratings calculated 
from other ratings). 

Claim 8 recites equivalent limitations to claim 3 and is therefore rejected using the same 
art and rationale as set forth above. 

As per claim 9, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the cohorts are further specified in 
terms of item preferences (See column 3, lines 15-35 and 38-55, column 4, lines 1-15, and 
column 5, lines 30-45, wherein preferences and tastes are stored). 

As per claim 10, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein assignment of users to the latent 
cohorts are probabilistic (See column 5, lines 7-30, column 9, lines 9-25, wherein the 
relationships between users are probabilistic). 



Application/Control Number: 10/643,439 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3623 

As per claim 11, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein at least some users are assigned to 
multiple cohorts (See column 2, lines 20-30, column 9, lines 9-41, column 11, lines 1-11, 
wherein there are associations between users within groups. See specifically column 3, lines 15- 
35, wherein users can be assigned to multiple domains and profiles). 

As per claim 13, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein the items include movies (See column 
3, lines 5-35, which discloses the ratable items of movies). 

As per claim 14, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein the items include music (See column 3, 
lines 5-15, column 10, lines 15-47, wherein the items are music/sound recordings). 

As per claim 16, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein calculation of the parameters 
characterizing the predicted ratings includes calculation of an expected rating (See column 5, 
lines 20-30 and line 65-column 6, line 5, column 9, lines 39-47 and 62-67, column 10, lines 10- 
35, and column 16, lines 55-65, wherein the predicted rating is the expected rating (i.e. how the 
user would rate the item)). 

As per claim 20, Chislenko et al. wherein calculation of the parameters characterizing 
predicted ratings of items by users includes computing statistical parameters from the history of 
ratings (See column 5, lines 29.-45 and line 65-column 6, line 15 and lines 57-67, column 8, lines 
1-7, column 9, lines 1-11). 

As per claim 21 , Chislenko et al. teaches wherein calculation of the parameters 
characterizing predicted ratings of items by users further includes computing statistical 
parameters associated with each of a plurality of variables from the history of ratings (See 
column 6, line 23 -column 7, line 40, which discloses different ways to associate two users, and 
these associations allowing predicted ratings to be computed and recommendations offered to the 
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user. See column 9, lines 39-47 and 60-67, and column 10, lines 10-35, which disclose 
correlations used for recommendations). 

As per claims 22 and 23, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein computing the statistical 
parameters includes computing estimated values and accuracies of estimated values of at least 
some of the variables (See column 6, line 23-column 7, line 40, column 9, lines 39-47 and 60-67, 
and column 10, lines 10-35, which discloses statistical parameters and computing variance and 
standard deviation, which shows the estimated variation in the values). 

As per claim 31, Chislenko et al. teaches accepting additional ratings for one or more 
items by one or more users; and updating the personalized statistics parameters for said user 
using the additional ratings (See column 5, lines 39-65, column 8, lines 55-65, wherein 
additional ratings are received and the neighboring set and weights are updated). 

As per claim 32, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein accepting the additional ratings of 
items by one or more users includes accepting ratings for items not previously rated by said users 
(See column 5, lines 5-25 and 39-65, column 8, lines 55-65, wherein the system is capable of 
receiving new ratings from the user). 

As per claim 34, Chislenko et al. teaches eliciting the additional ratings by identifying the 
one or more items to the user (See column 4, lines 1-30, wherein the user is questioned). 

As per claim 36, Chislenko et al. teaches recomputing the parameters associated with the 
one or more cohorts using the additional ratings (See column 5, lines 6-25 and 39-65, column 8, 
lines 55-65, wherein the weightings are recomputed). 

As per claim 37, Chislenko et al. teaches recomputing the personalized statistical 
parameters for each of the one or more users using the recomputed parameters associated with 
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said user's cohort (See column 5, lines 6-25 and 39-65, column 8, lines 55-65, wherein the 
weightings are recomputed). 

As per claim 38, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein computing the parameters associated 
with the group of users is regularly repeated (See column 5, lines 5-25 and 39-65, column 8, 
lines 55-65, wherein the computation of the parameters of the group are recomputed when 
additional information is gained about the users). 

As per claim 40, Chislenko et al. teaches discloses wherein computing the personalized 
parameters is regularly repeated (See column 5, lines 5-25 and 39-65, column 8, lines 55-65, 
wherein as updated information is received the information concerning the weights between 
users is updated). 

As per claim 41, Chislenko et al. teaches discloses wherein computing the personalized 
parameters is repeated more frequently than computing the parameters associated with the 
groups of users (See column 5, lines 5-25 and 39-65, column 8, lines 55-65, wherein the 
associations and weights between two users is updated every time a change occurs). 

As per claim 42, Chislenko et al. wherein computing the personalized parameters 
includes computing said parameters in response to receiving one or more actual ratings of items 
from a user (See figures 1-2, column 2, lines 20-30, column 9, lines 9-41, column 11, lines 1-11, 
wherein personalized parameters (weights) are generated for each user showing the similarity 
with a specific user in the group. See column 4, lines 1-20, wherein initial ratings are generated 
from direct solicitation, whereas later actual ratings are acquired). 

As per claim 43, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein maintaining the user-related data 
further includes storing user preferences (See column 3, lines 15-35 and 38-55, column 4, lines 
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1-15, and column 5, lines 5-15 and 30-45, wherein preferences and tastes are stored through the 
ratings and patterns of the user). 

As per claim 44, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein storing user preferences includes 
storing user preferences associated with attributes of the items (See column 3, lines 15-35, 
column 5, lines 5-15, column 6, lines 15-45 and line 65-column 11, line 10, wherein attributes, 
such as genre, are considered for an item). 

As per claim 45, Chislenko et al. teaches teaches accepting user preferences for features 
of the items (See column 3, lines 15-35, column 5, lines 5-15, column 6, lines 15-45 and line 65- 
column 11, line 10, column 12, lines 55-67, wherein features (or attributes), such as producer, 
are considered for an item). 

As per claim 46, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein accepting said preferences includes 
eliciting said preferences from the user (See column 3, lines 15-35, column 5, lines 5-15, column 
6, lines 15-45 and line 65-column 11, line 10, column 12, lines 55-67, wherein features (or 
attributes), such as producer, are considered for an item. See column 4, lines 1-20, wherein 
ratings are elicited). 

As per claim 47, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein eliciting the preferences includes 
accepting answers to a set of questions, each associated with one or more features (See column 3, 
lines 15-35, column 5, lines 5-15, column 6, lines 15-45 and line 65-column 11, line 10, column 
12, lines 55-67, wherein features (or attributes), such as producer, are considered for an item. 
See column 4, lines 1-20, wherein ratings are elicited). 

As per claim 48, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein computing the personalized statistical 
parameters includes using the users preferences (See figures 1-2, column 2, lines 20-30, column 
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9, lines 9-41, column 11, lines 1-11, wherein personalized parameters (weights) are generated for 
each user showing the similarity with a specific user in the group. See column 3, lines 15-35 and 
38-55, column 4, lines 1-15, column 5, lines 5-15, column 6, lines 15-45 and line 65-column 1 1, 
line 10, wherein tastes and preferences are associated with the weights). 

As per claim 50, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein computing parameters associated with 
the one or more groups of users includes using the user preferences (See figure 1 (step 102), 
column 2, lines 20-30, column 5, lines 29-45 and line 65-column 6, line 15 and lines 57-67, 
column 8, lines 1-7, column 9, lines 1-11, wherein parameters, such as clustering and similarity 
factors, are computed for a group and used to predict ratings. See column 3* lines 15-35 and 38- 
55, column 4, lines 1-15, column 5, lines 5-15, column 6, lines 15-45 and line 65-column 11, line 

10, wherein tastes and preferences are associated in these groupings). 

As per claim 52, Chislenko et al. discloses teaches requesting ratings from a user for each 
of a set of selected items, and wherein storing the history of ratings includes storing in the 
history, ratings received from the user in response to the requests (See column 4, lines 1-20, 
wherein a user is asked for ratings for a set of items and these responses are stored in the user 
profile). 

As per claim 53, Chislenko et al. discloses selecting the set of items to requests ratings of 
based on features of the items (See column 4, lines 1-25, wherein a set of items are presented, 
wherein the set corresponds to a specific group of items (groups are genres of items)). 

As per claim 54, Chislenko et al. discloses selecting the set of items includes using the 
computed parameters associated with the one or more groups of users (See column 4, lines 1-25, 
wherein a set of items are presented, wherein the set corresponds to a specific group of items 
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(groups are genres of items), the rating used to identify one or more groups. See column 3, lines 
5-35, which discloses domains of items. See column 11, lines 35-60, and column 12, lines 25- 
40, wherein items are targeted based on previous ratings of members of groups). 

As per claim 55, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein selecting the set of items includes 
selecting said items to increase an expected value of an information related to personalized 
statistical parameters for the user, wherein the expected value of the information comprises a 
measure of an increase in knowledge of the about the user's preferences (See column 4, lines 1- 
20, wherein a user is asked for ratings, the ratings are used to build a profile so that the system 
can better predict expected ratings for the user in the future). 

As per claim 56, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein computing a personalized 
recommendation for a user using the parameters characterizing predicted ratings of items for said 
users (See column 2, lines 5-10 and 20-30, column 5, lines 20-30 and line 65-column 6, line 5, 
column 9, lines 39-47 and 62-67, column 10, lines 10-35, and column 16, lines 55-65, which 
disclose predicting ratings based on parameters associated with the group and the user). 

As per claim 59, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein computing a score for each of multiple 
of the items for a first user, including computing predicted ratings for each of said items using 
the personalized statistical parameters for said user, and recommending a subset of the multiple 
items using the computed scores (See column 9, line 50-column 10, line 15, wherein a number of 
items with the highest predicted ratings are selected to be recommended to the user). 

As per claim 60, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein computing a score for each of 
multiple of the items for a set of the users, including computing predicted ratings for each of said 
items using the personalized statistical parameters for each of the users in said set; and 
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recommending a subset of the multiple items using the computed scores (See column 9, line 50- 
column 10, line 15, wherein a number of items with the highest predicted ratings are selected to 
be recommended to the user). 

As per claim 72, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the personalized statistical parameters 
further include a quantity that characterizes a distribution of predicted ratings for any of the 
items by that user and computing the score for each of the multiple items includes combining the 
predicted rating for the item and said quantity (See column 12, lines 64-67, column 13, lines 1- 
30 and 50-60, column 14, lines 24-35 and 55-65, column 15, lines 34-45). 

As per claim 73, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the quantity that characterizes the 
distribution characterizes an uncertainty in the predicted rating (See column 12, lines 64-67, 
column 13, lines 1-30 and 50-60, column 14, lines 24-35 and 55-65, column 15, lines 34-45, 
wherein the distribution includes variance). 

e 

As per claim 74, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein combining the predicted rating and 
the quantity that characterizes the distribution includes weighting their contribution according to 
a weight (See column 12, lines 64-67, column 13, lines 1-30 and 50-60, column 14, lines 24-35 
and 55-65, column 15, lines 34-45). 

As per claim 75, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the method further comprises 
modifying the weight according to a history of recommendations for the user (See column 12, 
lines 64-67, column 13, lines 1-30 and 50-60, column 14, lines 24-35 and 55-65, column 15, 
lines 34-45). 

As per claim 76, Chislenko et al. wherein modifying the weight results preferring items 
for which the predicted ratings have relatively lower certainty (See column 5, lines 20-30, 
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column 9, lines 10-35, column 12, lines 64-67, column 14, lines 24-35 and 55-65, column 15, 
lines 34-45, wherein weights are modified to reflect certainties, with items with lower connection 
having lower certainties). 

As per claim 77, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein one or more of the multiple items is 
associated with an external preference, and computing the score for each of the multiple items 
includes combining the predicted rating for the item and said external preference (See column 3, 
lines 15-35 and 38-55, column 4, lines 1-15, column 5, lines 5-15, column 6, lines 15-45 and line 
65-column 11, line 10, wherein tastes and preferences are associated with users and are included 
in predicting the rating of an item). 

As per claim 78, Chislenko et al. computing parameters enabling computing of a 
predicted rating of an item by a user using actual ratings of said item by different users (See 
column 2, lines 1 1-30, column 3, lines 38-55, column 4, lines 1-15, and column 5, lines 30-45, 
wherein actual ratings are stored from different users. See column 2, lines 5-10 and 20-30, 
column 5, lines 20-30 and line 65-column 6, line 5, column 9, lines 39-47 and 62-67, column 10, 
lines 10-35, and column 16, lines 55-65, wherein these stored values are used to compute a 
predicted rating). 

As per claim 79, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the different users are in the same 
group as the user for whom the predicted rating is computed (See figure 1 (step 102), column 2, 
lines 20-30, column 5, lines 29-45 and line 65-column 6, line 15 and lines 57-67, column 8, lines 
1-7, column 9, lines 1-11, wherein multiple members are in a group). 

Claim 88 recites equivalent limitations to claim 1 and is therefore rejected using the same 
art and rationale set forth above. 
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As per claim 90, Chislenko et al. teaches computing parameters associated with multiple 
groups using the user-related data, including for each of the multiple groups of users computing 
parameters charactering predicted ratings of items by non-specific users in the group (See figure 
1 (step 102), column 2, lines 20-30, column 5, lines 29-45 and line 65-column 6, line 15 and 
lines 57-67, column 8, lines 1-7, column 9, lines 1-11, wherein parameters, such as clustering 
and similarity factors, are computed for a group and used to predict ratings. Multiple groups of 
other users are associated with the main user and the predicted ratings may be calculated for 
these other users); and 

Storing the computed parameters for each group in association with an identification of 
the associated group (See column 2, lines 20-40, column 5, lines 29-45 and line 65-column 6, 
line 15 and lines 57-67, column 8, lines 1-7, column 9, lines 1-11, wherein parameters are 
computed and stored. See also figure 3). 

As per claim 91, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein calculating the parameters 

characterizing predicted ratings of the items by each of one or more users includes accessing the 

stored parameters associated with the group of the one or more users (See column 2, lines 5-10 

and 20-30, column 5, lines 20-30 and line 65-column 6, line 5, column 9, lines 39-47 and 62-67, 

column 10, lines 10-35, and column 16, lines 55-65, which disclose predicting ratings based on 

parameters associated with the group and the user). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 6, 12, 15, 17-18, 24-26, 33, 35, 39, and 57-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Chislenko et al. (U.S. 6,041,31 1). 

As per claim 6, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein the cohorts are specified by user 
characteristics including preferences to types of films (See column 3, lines 5-35, which discloses 
the ratable items of movies (i.e. films) and tastes concerning these movies). However, Chislenko 
et al. does not expressly disclose that the types of films include one or more of independent films 
and science fiction films. 

Chislenko et al. discloses a system that recommends items to a user, the items being 
ratable and including novels, movies, WWW pages, sound recordings, etc. Chislenko et al. 
further discloses genres of music that users prefer as well as movie tastes of users (for types). 
Examiner takes official notice that independent films and science fiction films are two well 
known genres or types of movies for which a user would have a taste. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include independent 
films arid science fiction films in the movies for which a user would have a taste in order to more 
efficiently match the user with preferred items by considering specific attributes of the items 
(like movie type), thus recommending items that have a higher probability of being liked by the 
user. 

As per claims 12 and 15, Chislenko et al. discloses users rating items (See column 2, 
lines 1 1-30, column 3, lines 38-55, column 4, lines 1-15, and column 5, lines 30-45, wherein 
profiles including history of ratings are maintained and accessed by the system). Chislenko et al. 
further teaches a system that includes items that are any category or subcategory of ratable items, 
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such as sound recordings, movies, restaurants, vacation destinations, novels, WWW pages, etc. 
(See column 3, lines 5-15). However, Chislenko et al. does not expressly disclose that the item 
is a television show or a gift. 

Chislenko et al. discloses a system that recommends items to a user, the items including 
items that are any category or subcategory of ratable items, such as sound recordings, movies, 
restaurants, vacation destinations, novels, WWW pages, etc. Examiner takes official notice that it 
is old and well known to rate both TV shows and gifts, and further that it is old and well known 
to give novels, movies, sound recordings, etc. as gifts. Examiner further points out that the type 
of item has no functional impact on the recitation of claim 1. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include television shows 
and gifts in the ratable items of Chislenko et al. in order to more efficiently match the user with 
preferred items by considering a broad spectrum of ratable items, thus recommending items that 
have a higher probability of being liked by the user. 

As per claims 17, 18, and 26, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein calculation of the 
parameters characterizing the predicted ratings and determining a number representing a 
percentage that the associated rating is correct or incorrect (See column 5, lines 20-30 and line 
65-column 6, line 5, column 9, lines 10-25, 39-47, and 62-67, column 10, lines 10-35, and 
column 16, lines 55-65, wherein the predicted rating is the expected rating (i.e. how the user 
would rate the item) which has a value representing the probability the prediction is correct). 

However, Chislenko et al. does not expressly disclose calculation of parameters 
associated with risk components of said ratings, calculated risk adjusted rating parameters, or 
computing the parameters by applying a risk-adjusted blending approach. 
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Chislenko et al. discloses calculating a number associated with the predicted rating that 
represents the validity of the rating and the probability that rating is correct or incorrect. 
Chislenko et al. also discloses calculating an expected deviation in the calculated prediction. 
Examiner takes official notice that risk considerations and adjustments are used to compensate 
for the potential of adverse outcomes. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to include risk adjustment in the validity 
considerations of Chislenko et al. in order to increase the probability that calculated outcome is 
correct. 

As per claims 24-25, Chislenko et al. discloses a statistical approach and computing 
statistical parameters associated with each of a plurality of variables from the history of ratings 
(See column 6, line 23-column 7, line 40, which discloses different ways to associate two users, 
and these associations allowing predicted ratings to be computed and recommendations offered 
to the user. See column 9, lines 39-47 and 60-67, and column 10, lines 10-35, which disclose 
correlations used for recommendations). However, Chislenko et al. does not expressly disclose 
that computing statistical parameters includes applying a regression approach or specifically 
applying a linear regression approach. 

Chislenko et al. discloses a statistical approach and computing statistical parameters 
associated with each of a plurality of variables from the history of ratings. Chislenko et al. 
further discloses calculating correlations between users in the system. Examiner takes official 
notice that using regression (such as linear regression) is a well known technique used in 
statistics to efficiently identify correlations betweens data. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use linear 
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regression/regression to compute statistical parameters, like correlations, in order to more 
efficiently identify indicators and patterns in data sets. 

As per claim 33, Chislenko et al. discloses wherein accepting the additional ratings of 
items by one or more users and accepting information based on items previously rated and 
updating based on drift from old ratings data (See column 5, lines 39-65, column 8, lines 55-65, 
wherein additional ratings are received and the neighboring set and weights are updated. See 
column 5, lines 5-27, column 11, lines 35-55, and column 12, lines 25-35, wherein additional 
information is sought based on previously rated items or since preferences and tastes drift with 
time, updates are considered). However, Chislenko et al. does not expressly disclose that the 
updates and further information gained is specifically ratings for items previously rated by said 
users. 

Chislenko et al. specifically discloses aging ratings data, where the user's tastes may 
change with time, updating ratings profiles as more information is gained, and accepting 
information based on items previously rated. It is old and well known in the surveying arts that a 
user may try something for a second time, having a different opinion the second time, such as 
when time passes or interests change. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to accept additional ratings such as ratings for items 
previously rated by said users in order to more accurately give recommendations to users based 
on the most updated and timely profile information. 

As per claim 35, Chislenko et al. discloses updating the personalized parameters 
including using the best available information and information from further investigation 
(inferring) to determine the predicted rating that is expected to be the most accurate (See column 
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4, lines 1-30 and 40-55, column 5, lines 5-27 and 39-65, column 8, lines 55-65, column 11, lines 
35-55, and column 12, lines 25-35). However, Chislenko et al. does not expressly disclose a 
Bayesian update of the parameters. 

Chislenko et al. discloses predicting ratings based on the most updated information and 
inference of ratings. Examiner takes official notice that Bayesian theory is old and well known 
and is used to measure the degree of belief an individual has in an uncertain proposition, such as 
in the case where multiple outcomes are possible and an additional sampling or study is 
performed to gain more information that will allow the user to adjust the prior prediction and 
allow a better prediction of an outcome. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to uses Bayesian theory to update the 
parameters (by calculating joint and Posterior probabilities) in order to increase the degree of 
belief an individual has in an uncertain proposition. 

As per claim 39, Chislenko et al. teaches wherein computing the parameters associated 
with the group of users is regularly repeated (See column 5, lines 5-25 and 39-65, column 8, 
lines 55-65, wherein the computation of the parameters of the group are recomputed when 
additional information is gained about the users). However, Chislenko et al. does not expressly 
disclose that the regular computing of the parameters is repeated weekly. 

Chislenko et al. discloses that the computation of the parameters of the group are 
recomputed when additional information is gained about the users. Chislenko et al. discloses 
that these updates can occur immediately or at a convenient time. Examiner takes official notice 
that it is well known in computing to perform maintenance and updates on systems in regular 
intervals, such as daily, weekly, etc. to ensure that the data held in the system is up to date and 
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accurate. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to perform updates/computing on the data at weekly intervals in order to increase 
the validity of the predicted ratings by ensuring that the most accurate, up to date, and 
comprehensive data is used to perform the prediction. 

As per claims 57 and 58, Chislenko et al. discloses computing personalized 
recommendations for users based on the user requesting the recommendation or through system 
generation (See column 9, line 60-column 10, line 15). computing the personalized 
recommendation). However, while Chislenko et al. specifically discloses that a recommendation 
is generate for a user, Chislenko et al. does not expressly disclose the timing of the generation or 
specifically that the recommendation is computed during a user session or off-line prior to a user 
session. 

Chislenko et al. discloses computing personalized recommendations for users based on 
the user requesting the recommendation or through system generation. Examiner takes official 
notice that both real-time and off-line processing are both well known in the computing arts, a 
system developer choosing a processing time based on the needs of the system. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to process 
the recommendation in real-time during the user session (after asking for the recommendation) in 
Chislenko et al. or to process the recommendation when the system is offline in order to more 
efficiently meet the processing needs of the system by designing the system around the 
processing requirements. See column 5, lines 40-50, which disclose processing at different 
times. 
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Response to Arguments 
9. Applicant's arguments with regards to Chislenko et al. (U.S. 6,041,31 1) have been fully 
considered, but they are not persuasive. In the remarks, Applicant argues that (1) the similarities 
between users do not characterize predicted ratings of items by non-specific users in the group in 
Chislenko et al. and (2) that Chislenko et al. does not teach or suggest storing parameters 
characterizing predicted ratings of items by non-specific users in each of multiple groups of 
association with identifiers of those groups. 

In response to argument (1), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner first points out 
that this is a new limitation added by the current amendments, which is subject to 35 USC 1 12, 
first paragraph, rejections, set forth above. Chislenko et al. discloses calculating factors . 
associated with the user of the system as well as " computing parameters characterizing predicted 
ratings of items by non-specific users", since Chislenko computes values and weights associated 
with other users (besides the main user) of the system. See figure 1 (step 102), column 2, lines 
20-30, column 5, lines 29-45 and line 65-column 6, line 15 and lines 57-67, column 8, lines 1-7, 
column 9, lines 1-11, wherein parameters, such as clustering and similarity factors, are computed 
for a group and used to predict ratings. 

In response to argument (2), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner first points out 
that this is a new limitation added in claim 90 by the current amendments, which is subject to 35 
USC 1 12, first paragraph, rejections, set forth above. Further, Chislenko et al. discloses 
calculating factors associated with the multiple groups, since the main user is associated with 
other groups of users (i.e. non-specific users). See column 2, lines 20-30, column 5, lines 29-45 
and line 65-column 6, line 15 and lines 57-67, column 8, lines 1-7, column 9, lines 1-11. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Beth Van Doren whose telephone number is 571-272-6737. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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